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6WXGHQW WHDFKHUV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DQG DSSOLFDWLRQ RI $VVHVVPHQW IRU
Learning during a Physical Education Teacher Education course  
There is widespread consensus on the need for Assessment for Learning (AfL) in 
both university courses and school programs. Given the prevalence of traditional 
practices in school physical education where assessment is basic or non-existent 
we might ask whether AfL is present in Physical Education Teacher Education 
(PETE) courses? Where it is, we may wonder whether the student tHDFKHUV¶
concept of AfL is consistent with the concept advocated for and developed in the 
literature and in policy. This paper draws on a qualitative study that was 
conducted on a core unit within a PETE course delivered by a university in 
England. Despite the fact that the students lacked a voice in framing their 
understanding and uses of AfL, we could say that most students appeared to have 
grasped the concept, not just as a theoretical framework but also in terms of 
applying different strategies during their practice in schools.  They reported that 
they found this knowledge relevant and useful, they recognised the need to learn 
more about it, and they also had the intention to incorporate this knowledge in 
their future professional practice. Given these findings, we conclude this paper 
with a brief discussion of why traditional approaches to assessment in school 
physical education appear to persist.  
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Introduction 
Assessment is a particularly troublesome process for Physical Education Teacher 
Education (PETE) given the practical nature of the subject in the compulsory years of 
primary and secondary school and the difficulties physical education teachers have 
traditionally experienced in assessing pupil learning (Hay and Penney, 2013; López-
Pastor et al., 2013). Traditional assessment approaches in PE have often been product 
oriented, focusing on components of fitness, or de-contextualised, as in the case of 
assessment of isolated skills (Penney, Brooker, Hay and Gillespie, 2009). Although the 
wide overview of research studies on assessment in physical education provided by 
Lopez et al. (2013) shows important progress in this area (characterised by the authors 
in such terms as alternative assessment, authentic assessment, formative assessment, 
assessment for learning, and integrated assessment) their work also shows that these 
approaches are far from being regular, integral, widespread and educationally 
productive. 
It has been argued by Biggs (1999) and Brown and Glasner (1999) among others 
that assessment has a central part to play in student-centred teaching. If more student-
centred approaches are to be a possibility in a subject most often characterised as 
traditionally teacher-directed (Kirk, 2010), it is a matter of some importance to 
investigate whether and how student teachers learn about assessment in this subject of 
physical education, given that it deals predominantly with practical physical activity 
knowledge particularly within the compulsory years of schooling for young people 
between 5 and 16 years of age.  
According to Penney et al. (2009), quality physical education requires an 
alignment of curriculum, pedagogy and assessment. As they point out, there would be a 
two-way relationship, such that while particular assessment tasks / conditions may 
impact pedagogy, established pedagogical practices can also impact/ shape assessment. 
At the same time, it might be said that not all forms of assessment necessarily have a 
positive impact on pedagogy, particular assessment associated with traditional directive 
forms of teaching and with rote learning, which have been common practice in physical 
education for a century or more.  
According to Hay and Penney (2009:391), for assessment to work optimally in 
physical education, it is necessary to integrate four conditions: a) a primary focus on 
assessment for learning; b) authentic assessment concerned with the relationships 
between learning content and contexts and their connection with the world beyond the 
classroom; c) assurance of validity and; d) socially just approaches to assessment. If 
student teachers are to learn to integrate these four conditions, they need to be present in 
teacher education programmes. This is not, however, a straightforward process. As 
UHYHDOHG E\ 9HDO¶V  UHVHDUFK VHFRQGDU\ SK\VLFDO HGXFDWLRQ WHDFKHUV¶ DFWXDO
assessment practices were rarely consistent with the practices they had been encouraged 
to learn during their pre-service teacher training, since the teachers believed such 
practices were not transferable to the reality of teaching physical education in schools, a 
perspective that more recent research (eg. Hay and Penney, 2009) suggests has 
persisted.  
Beyond physical education and more generally in the university curriculum, in 
the 1990s and at the beginning of the 21st century some authors raised critical voices on 
assessment methods. They denounced assessment that was mainly in the hands of 
university tutors (Sluijsmans et al., 1998); students had to seeNWKHLUWHDFKHUV¶DSSURYDO
regarding assessment (Fallows and Chandramahan (2001); the methods used had no 
consistency with academic values, goals of independent and meaningful learning, and 
developing critical thinking skills (Boud, 1990); and from studentV¶ SHUVSHFWLYHV
summative assessment was prevalent in the university (Fullan, 1991). Also, other 
studies about dominant approaches to assessment within the university seem to indicate 
that few changes have been made in recent years and that this represents one of the big 
challenges for university teaching and learning (Zabalza, 2003). Despite López-Pastor 
HW DO¶V  HQFRXUDJLQJ UHSRUW WKHUH LV OLWWOH UHDVRQ WR EHOLHYH SK\VLFDO HGXFDWLRQ
teacher education is any different the situation in the university more broadly. 
Boud et al., (2010) have argued that assessment is more effective when students 
and tutors share responsibility for it and that a more effective assessment strategy for 
enabling student-centred teaching is considered to be formative assessment and in 
particular assessment for learning (AfL), both of which imply the use of participative 
practices such as self-assessment, peer assessment and co-assessment. AfL is defined by 
the Assessment Reform Group (ARG) (2002) as the process of seeking and interpreting 
evidence for use by learners and their teachers to decide where the learners are in their 
learning, where they need to go and how best to get therei.  This notion has been 
supported and developed by authors such as Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall and Wiliam 
(2002); Blanchard (2009); Carless (2010); Sadler (2010), among others. 
AfL is increasingly part of accepted orthodoxy, with massive government 
funding in England, a central place in national assessment in Wales, and an export to the 
USA (Taras, 2009). In other countries like Spain, it is a concept that has been developed 
especially since the last educative reform (2006) called Ley Ordenación Educativa 
(LOE). In Scotland, AfL lies at the heart of the Curriculum for Excellence (Scottish 
Government, 2011). Also, many different European research projectsii have 
demonstrated clear benefits accrue from the use of formative assessment, including 
AfL.   Among these benefits can be highlighted the increased participation of students 
in the learning process (Sanmartí, 2007), better results from their learning, improved 
processes, the development of metacognitive capacities and the aptitude for reflexive 
and critical analysis and, finally, the increased responsibility and autonomy of the 
students (López Pastor et al., 2013). 
Within schools, the promotion of AfL is evident from the large number of 
guides and documents provided to teachers at all stages of compulsory education as part 
of a National Strategyiii  in England.   This National Strategy contains sections on 
assessment which include numerous sets of guidelines, resources and opportunities for 
sharing experiences and improving assessment, mainly based on the influential work of 
Black and Wiliam (1998).   Although some of the ideas proposed by these authors have 
been called into question (Taras, 2007, 2009), they remain central to the majority of 
publications on the topic. Likewise, universities, in their quest for excellence, also 
largely define their key approach to teaching, learning and assessment by reference to 
the guidelines established in 1997 within the Dearing Report.  These guidelines place 
significant emphasis on student-centred teaching methodologies and AfL. What seems 
clear is that both school and university policies on assessment stress that the key 
characteristics of AfL are as follow: a) sharing learning objectives with learners; b) 
helping learners to know and recognize the standards they are aiming for; c) involving 
learners in peer and self-assessment; d) providing feedback that leads learners to 
recognize their next steps and how to take them; e) promoting confidence that every 
learner can improve and f) involving both teacher and learner in reviewing and 
reflecting on assessment information (Assessment Reform Group, 1999). 
Nevertheless, despite the clarity of this Assessment Reform Group (ARG) 
DFFRXQW VRPHWLPHV WXWRUV DQG VWXGHQW WHDFKHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RI $I/ GR QRW PDWFK
0DF/HOODQLQKLVVWXG\RIWXWRUV¶DQGVWXGHQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRI$I/in a Scottish 
higher education context, a BEd (Hons) Programme), showed that there was a 
significant difference between tutors and students. The results suggested that while staff 
declared a commitment to the formative purposes of assessment and maintained that the 
full UDQJHRIOHDUQLQJZDVIUHTXHQWO\DVVHVVHGWKHVWXGHQWV¶SHUFHSWLRQVZHUHWKDWWKH\
engaged in practices which militated against formative and authentic assessment.  
Taking into account this literature and the policies in the context of school 
education and the university sector in England, it might be suggested there is an 
emerging consensus  of the need for AfL in both university courses and school 
programmes. Moreover, given the strangle-hold traditional practices have on school 
physical education where assessment is still linked especially to the use of physical 
ILWQHVVWHVWVDLPHGDWJUDGLQJWKHVWXGHQWV¶SHUIRUPDQFH/ySH]-Pastor et al., 2013) or is 
non-existent (see Moynihan et al., 2006), we might ask whether AfL is present in PETE 
courses and, wherHLWLVZKHWKHUWKHVWXGHQWWHDFKHUV¶FRQFHSWRI$I/LVFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
the concept advocated by and developed in the literature and in policy?  
This paper draws on a qualitative study that was conducted on a core unit within 
a Physical Education Teacher Education course delivered by a university in England. 
Our purpose is to address two questions, the first concerned with the extent to which the 
concept of AfL in the unit investigated complied both with university policy and the 
literature, and the second ZKHWKHU VWXGHQWV¶ FRQFHSWLRQV RI $I/ DUH FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK
WKHLU OHFWXUHUV¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ ZLWK WKHLU XQLYHUVLW\¶V SROLF\ DQG ZLWK WKH UHVHDUFK
literature. We begin by providing information on the setting and participants, before 
outlining our research meWKRGV 7KHQ ZH LQYHVWLJDWH WKH XQLYHUVLW\¶V SROLF\ RQ $I/
EHIRUH H[SORULQJ LQ GHWDLO WKH VWXGHQWV¶ H[SHULHQFHV RI WKLV FRQFHSW LQ D XQLW RI ZRUN
within their PETE programme, their concepts of AfL, and how they applied these in 
their practicum.  
Setting and participants 
The study was based in a core unit within a PETE course in a university in England.   
7KHXQLW LVFDOOHG³$VVHVVLQJ/HDUQLQJDQG'HYHORSLQJ7HDFKLQJ´ ,W LV DFRPSXOVRU\
unit delivered in Year 2 of a 4 Year BA (Hons) Physical Education course leading to a 
Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) award.   The unit was taught by 2 tutors and was taken 
by 55 students who had a one hour lecture per week and one 2-hour Seminar per week 
(split into 2 groups) over 5 weeks in Semester 2 (January and February 2010).   One of 
these groups (22 students) were taken for this study. The value of using this unit for this 
study was that it introduced the concept of AfL to students who will eventually become 
physical education teachers and thus, potentially, implement this approach to 
assessment themselves.    
7KH8QLW³$VVHVVLQJ/HDUQLQJDQG'HYHORSLQJ7HDFKLQJ´ 
Through this unit the student teachers learn about how they must incorporate formative 
assessment, including AfL in their teaching. Also, the unit proposes that students 
GHYHORSWKHDELOLW\WRFDUU\RXWWKHDVVHVVPHQWRISXSLOV¶SURJUHVVLQ3K\VLFDO(GXFDWLRQ
both at the end of unit assessments and in GCSE and AS/A level examinationsiv.   It also 
provides informal opportunities for feedback to pupils and to the teacher on the 
effectiveness of teaching and learning.  The unit introduces the concepts of monitoring, 
assessment, recording and reporting in the National Curriculum Physical Education in 
England and the role that ICT plays in these processes.  
When students have completed their lectures and seminars for the unit at the 
University they then undertook six weeks of teaching practice in a secondary school, 
which sought to provide them with the opportunity to collate evidence to show they 
meet the Professional Standards required for Qualified Teacher Status.   It is important 
to note that this represents the first occasion in their course when the students are faced 
with the challenge of assessing pupils. The unit assessment tasks, as we will show 
momentarily, are totally related with the work they will have to do in the practicum.   
The aims of the Assessing Learning and Developing Teaching unit are: 1) to 
appreciate and understand the aims of assessment and the key characteristics of good 
assessment; 2) to observe and record the progress of their pupils and apply the 
principles of AfL, providing constructive feedback; 3) become familiar with the 
requirements of assessment for the national curriculum and for public examinations; 4) 
plan, teach and evaluate lessons for whole classes for a variety of age groups and 
activities as specified in the National Curriculum showing appropriate progression over 
5-6 weeks work; 5) develop the skills needed to contribute to a wide range of situations 
in school, such as assemblies and the role of teachers in extra-curricular activities; 6) 
carry out a range of data collection and observation tasks through planned opportunities. 
The unit specification makes it clear that objectives 4, 5 and 6 are to be achieved only 
through the school based experience.   Objective 3 is to be covered in their university 
classes and put into practice during their school placement.    
 
The unit assessment strategies and tasks. According to MacPhail et al., (2010), it is 
important, especially in Teacher Education, to make a clear commitment to align 
discourse and action, or more substantively, learning, instruction, and curriculum (see 
also Fullan, 1991). Thus, in this case, it was necessary to articulate a strong coherence 
between the assessment strategies and tasks used in the unit and the AfL characteristics 
to give a clear message of good assessment to the students. The unit assessment 
comprised three assessment tasks of which only the first two affect the final unit mark.   
The third element, known as the Practicum, is marked only as Pass or Fail. 
A) Assessment Task 1. Students have to design three assessment tasks that relate to 
the objectives of a programme element which they have designed earlier as part of the 
Teaching and Learning 1 unit.  Students must complete and submit this task before 
starting their Practicum.   However, they do not receive feedback on it until they have 
completed their Practicum.   The feedback is given prior to them undertaking activity 2, 
which helps them improve the quality of their work.  
B) Assessment Task 2. This task is undertaken after the students have completed 
their school placement Practicum.   The students choose six pupils who worked through 
the unit they had produced for Assessment Task 1 and which was adapted to the specific 
needs of the pupils and the context of the school.  They then critically evaluate the 
assessment strategy they created and implemented with their class group.  
The students are notified in writing if they need to resubmit any of their work for 
Assessment Tasks 1 and 2 and are given feedback on the work to help them improve it. 
For both Assessment Tasks 1 and 2 the tutors write their feedback on the work 
submitted and also complete an assessment feedback sheet which is handed to the 
student after they have made amendments to their Task.   The feedback sheet contains a 
ER[IRUWKHWXWRUV¶ILQDOIHHGEDFNWRWKHVWXGHQWDQGVXJJHVWLRQVIRUWKHNH\DUHDVWKH\
need to develop in future.   If a student fails either of these Assessment Tasks they may 
resubmit the work once they have corrected the errors in their initial submission. 
C) Assessment Task 3. During their Practicum the students must apply the 
assessment activity they designed for Task 1 to the six pupils they chose and for whom 
the activity was designed.   Once they have done this and completed their Practicum 
they must complete Assessment Task 2.   However, no specific mark is awarded to this 
task but it becomes an additional piece of evidence in their portfolio.   During their six 
week placement the students should also help experienced teachers implement their 
assessment so they can observe how they do it.   Furthermore they should observe the 
school teacher giving feedback in their classes and take notes on how they do it and 
how they question their pupils.   They must write up their observations weekly and 
collate them for their portfolio.  This evidence has to relate as closely as possible to the 
standards required for Qualified Teacher Status.   The Practicum is assessed overall and 
awarded a mark of Pass or Fail.   If a student fails the Practicum they can retake this 
element but cannot progress to the next level until they have passed it. 
 
Method 
This research was developed in two phases. It began in the academic year 2009-2010 
when the first author, funded by the Spanish Ministry of Education, went to a university 
in England to develop a research project about assessment, pedagogy and competences 
in a PETE course. She had a good background on lecturing and researching on the topic 
of the project. The second author was the supervisor of this project with long experience 
on research on teacher education, assessment and curriculum studies. During the first 
year, a literature review on formative assessment and student participation in 
assessment was carried out, and the policy guidelines and programmes of the university 
related to assessment and specifically those related with assessment for learning were 
analyzed. Once we identified which lecturers and units using AfL could be appropriate 
for the study, the first author carried out observations of classes, attending as a 
participant observer in all lessons of the chosen unit (five one hour lectures and five two 
hour seminars). Due to the possibility to extend the research stay of the first author for 
RQH IXUWKHU \HDU VWXGHQWV¶ DQG WXWRUV¶ LQWHUYLHZV ZHUH FRQGXFWHG GXULQJ WKH VHFRQG
academic year (2010-2011) once the students had gone to the School Practicum.  
This paper thus reports findings from a larger study whose purposes were to 
provide insights into how students constructed the concept of AfL and its relationship 
with assessment practices in physical education.  In this paper, we focus on the specific 
research questions already mentioned and the resulting data produced by the fieldwork. 
 
Data collection methods and analysis of data 
In qualitative research there is an interconnection between data collection and analysis 
of data (Goetz and LeCompte, 1988; Stake, 1988). Meanwhile the researcher is 
observing and taking field notes he/she is already doing a sequential selection of 
information based on the themes that emerge during the action related to the research 
question. Thus, the progressing theoretical construction shapes ongoing data collection. 
The methods used for data collection were: 
x Document analysis. The university guidelines on teaching and learning were 
analyzed.   Specific reference was made to the University Strategic Plan (2008-
2013) and the Guides for tutors produced by the University Directorate of 
Teaching and Learning, particularly Guide 1 (An introduction to Teaching, 
Learning and Assessment) and Guide 3 (A guide to Assessment for Learning), 
where issues linked to formative assessment were identified. The programme 
and teaching materials for the unit chosen for observation were also analyzed 
with the aim of identifying their key design features relating to assessment. 
x Observation. The first author made field notes in all the lectures and seminars 
attended by one of the student groups taking the unit.   Observations were 
structured by reference to the unit objectives, the key characteristics of AfL 
defined by the Assessment Reform Group (1999) and the parameters defined by 
the University Strategic Plan so that evidence could be obtained on the extent to 
which AfL is integral to the teaching of the unit.  
x Interviews.   Semi-structured interviews with the two tutors of the unit were 
XQGHUWDNHQDFFRUGLQJWR.YDOH¶VJXLGHOLQHVWRJUDVS how they understood 
the concept of AfL, if they  intentionally applied AfL in the unit, and their 
RSLQLRQV DERXW WKH VWXGHQWV¶ DSSOLFDWLRQ RI WKHVH VWUDWHJLHV RQ WKH 3UDFWLFXP
Moreover, there was an open call to all the students who experienced the unit to 
be interviewed by the first author.  Finally, a total of 12 of 22 students (9 female 
and 3 male) were interviewed using semi-structured interviews. The interviewer 
DVNHG IRU SHUPLVVLRQ IURP HDFK VWXGHQW WR UHFRUG WKH LQWHUYLHZV 6WXGHQWV¶
interviews were intended to discover their views on the issue and on the value of 
the knowledge they gained which they could apply to their teaching practice.   
These interviews took place the semester following when the unit was taught, 
after the students had completed their school placements, allowing time for them 
to reflect on and appreciate the impact the knowledge had.  
The approach used to analyse data was a thematic analysis as it is understood by 
Braun and Clarke (2006). As they note, thematic analysis involves searching across a 
data set ± be that a number of interviews or focus groups, or a range of texts ± to find 
repeated patterns of meaning.  According to these authors, a theme captures something 
important about the data in relation to the research question, and represents some level 
of patterned response or meaning within the data set (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.10). 
But is also important to highlight that the thematic analysis started before the interviews 
in the thinking done to decide what questions to ask. These questions were validated by 
two physical education teacher educators who were experts in the area of evaluation. 
A thematic analysis of the interviews was undertaken, paying special attention to 
some aspects of the data and following different phases: a) familiarising with the data, 
including transcription of the interviews; b) generating initial codes; c) searching for 
themes; d) reviewing themes; e) defining and naming themes and f) producing the 
written interpretation of the data.v The field notes were analysed using a constant 
comparative method (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) with the parameters established by the 
stated unit objectives and the characteristics highlighted as being fundamental to AfLvi.   
Additionally, the interviews were analysed using a constant comparison with the 
OLWHUDWXUHRQ$I/WRLGHQWLI\WXWRUV¶DQGVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHFRQFHSWDQGDQ
inductive analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006) was carried out looking for repeated 
SDWWHUQVRIPHDQLQJVHSDUDWLQJVWXGHQWV¶DQVZHUVLQWo different themes related to other 
aspects such as usefulness of learning and future intentions to use these strategies in 
their professional field.   
)ROORZLQJ /LQFROQ DQG *XED¶  UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV WKH LQYHVWLJDWRUV
adopted a range of strategies to ensure trustworthiness. For credibility, the prolonged 
engagement between the researcher-observer and the participants (two years in the 
field) was necessary to understand the cultures she was studying. However this can also 
be a limitation because she may become so immersed in the culture that her professional 
judgments might be influenced.  Also for credibility, we used triangulation of methods 
(observation, individual interviews and documentary analysis) and perspectives (tutors, 
students and observer). For transferability, we provide a complete description of the 
contextual factors related on the inquiry. For dependability, the processes within the 
study have been reported in as much detail as word limits allow. And finally, we 
ensured confirmability by using triangulation to reduce the effect of investigator bias 
and recognise our own predisposition to the research topic. 
 Results and discussion 
We consider first of all the extent to which AfL was consistent between university 
WHDFKHUV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJXQLversity policy and the unit. We then consider the teaching 
RI$I/ZLWKLQWKHXQLWIROORZHGE\WKHVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJDQGDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKH
concept. 
 
University policy on AfL 
First of all we were interested in the extent to which the concept of AfL in the unit 
complied both with university policy and the literature on AfL.  The University 
Strategic Plan describes the learning and teaching strategies that tutors must employ 
when designing and implementing teaching and learning processes.   Four key aspects 
were used as reference points for the observation and analysis of the target unit. 
7KH ILUVW RI WKHVH ZDV WKH 8QLYHUVLW\¶V GHVLUH WR DOLJQ LWV RZQ HGXFDWLRQDO
practices with those of the Bologna Processvii.   The second related to the need to 
change the current predominant teaching model, transforming it from a traditional 
model focused on the transmission of knowledge to one which promotes the direct and 
active involvement of student teachers in their learning.   The third was the intention 
that all of WKH VWXGHQWV¶ OHDUQLQJ DFWLYLWLHV VKRXOG EH PHDQLQJIXO DFWLYH UHIOHFWLYH
collaborative and creative.   The fourth and final aspect was the explicit aim of 
promoting innovation in assessment. 
There were also 10 University Guide booklets to help tutors improve their 
teaching skills, plan their units and develop their programmes. Two of these were 
VSHFLILFDOO\ GHVLJQHG WR KHOS ZLWK WHDFKLQJ OHDUQLQJ DQG DVVHVVPHQW   *XLGH  µAn 
LQWURGXFWLRQ WR 7HDFKLQJ /HDUQLQJ DQG $VVHVVPHQW¶ (January 2009), proposed that: 
µ« DQ\ERG\ LQYROYHG LQ WKH WHDFKLQJ RU DVVHVVLQJ RI RXU VWXGHQWV VKRXOG KDYH D
ZRUNLQJ NQRZOHGJH RI LWV FRQWHQWV :KLOVW *XLGH  µA guide to Assessment for 
Learning¶ -XO\H[SODLQVµ«,W LVSDUWLFXODUO\DLPHGDW WKRVHQHZWRWHDFKLQJ
and assessing but everyone involved in assessment should have a good working 
NQRZOHGJHRILWVFRQWHQWV¶ 
This Guide details the most effective assessment practices with the intention that 
they should be incorporated in all subjects at all levels across the University.   These 
JXLGHOLQHVZHUHDGDSWHGE\WKH8QLYHUVLW\IURPµ$0DQLIHVWRIRU&KDQJH¶GHYHORSHGE\
the ASKe CETL at Oxford Brookes University in 2007. According to this guide 
assessment has to be diagnostic, inclusive, connected with other units and balance 
summative and formative strategies. Also it advises that assessment tasks have to be 
aligned with learning outcomes, minimize plagiarism and be supported by technology. 
Furthermore, it explains how to engage students through applying different strategies: 
clarifying assessment expectations, engaging them in criteria setting; providing 
feedback and self-regulation through participative strategies of assessment as self-
assessment and peer-assessment.   
 
The teaching of AfL in a university unit of work 
It is clearly not sufficient to consider the assessment tasks in isolation to determine 
whether AfL is integral to the process.   It is essential to analyze what actually happens 
during the whole process, correlating the assessment strategy with the proposed learning 
activities and judging it against the accepted parameters of the concept of AfL promoted 
by the university and present in the literature.     
To develop an interactive modelviii tutors should ideally discuss with students 
their expectations and interests and determine the dynamic of the unit through dialogue 
and consensus (Blanchard, 2009).  In the unit studied there was no activity in the initial 
FODVVWKDWZRXOGSURYLGHDJRRGXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHVWXGHQWV¶H[SHFWDWLRQV)URPWKH
WXWRUV¶ SRLQW RI YLHZ WKLV ZDVQ¶W QHFHVVDU\ EHFDXVH WKH\ NQHZ WKH VWXGHQWV IURP WKH
previous unit, but independently of that, as Blanchard suggest, doing this, tutors can 
JDLQ D EHWWHU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ H[SHFWDWLRQV DQG HVWDEOLVK D ZD\ WKDW
enables everyone to work together. In this way students are likely to become more 
involved in the process of learning (Authors, 2013).  
With regard to the methodology employed and its relationship to assessment, 
marked differences were observed between the lectures (1 hour per week) and the 
seminars (one class of 2 hours per week).  The lectures were used primarily for the tutor 
to teach the content with the help of visual aids and, to a lesser extent, for the tutor to 
pose questions for students to reflect on individually or discuss in pairs.  In lectures, the 
session objectives were stated at the beginning of every class and they were again 
reflected on at the end of each session.  The University makes it clear this is a 
fundamental requirement.  But this was only done superficially, which meant it was 
KDUGIRUWXWRUVWRLGHQWLI\LIWKHUHZHUHDQ\UHDOSUREOHPVLQVWXGHQWV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI
the new concepts that had been introduced. Also, tutors had little opportunity in the 
lectures to provide individual feedback or verify sWXGHQWV¶ OHDUQLQJ ,Q FRQWUDVW WKH
dynamic of the seminars was very different providing multiple opportunities for tutors 
to provide feedback to students on their work. These 2 hour sessions were used to try 
and apply the concepts introduced in the lectures to a series of practical tasks.   The 
structure of each seminar was very similar. The tutor would set some questions or tasks 
for the students to work on in pairs or groups and then pass from group to group making 
comments and giving them feedback.   Each pair/group then presented their conclusions 
to the class with the tutor ending the session by summarizing all the issues, questions 
and solutions.   These seminars provided the key point of contact between tutor and 
students, enabling the tutor to fully DSSUHFLDWHHDFKVWXGHQW¶VOHDUQLQJDQGSURYLGHWKHP
with individual feedback.   
Both cooperative and dialogic learning were encouraged during the unit, 
particularly in the seminars.   In contrast, the grading was individual, based on each 
VWXGHQW¶V ZRUN Assessment Tasks 1 and 2) and their Practicum. Furthermore, an 
interactive model would require tutors to engage in dialogue with the students to review 
the objectives periodically throughout the unit, and even to jointly agree the assessment 
criteria, which might change as a consequence of the experience, and to develop their 
own solutions to issues that arise.  This approach, though, was not utilized by the tutors 
DQGWHQGHGWREHDWRGGVZLWKWKH8QLYHUVLW\¶VTXDOLW\DVVXUDQFHSURFHGXUHV2QHRIWKH
possible explanations for this could be that tutors considered it a waste of time because 
there were few classes and to get involved in a process of discussion on the criteria 
implied a slow, drawn-out process, as is reflected in some research (Authors, 2013). 
According to Boud and Falchikov (2006) universities should emphasize 
assessment for long-term learning focusing on authentic tasks in order that the students 
can face real problems related to everyday life and work. In this sense, an important 
factor to bear in mind is that the students take this unit before the Practicum and they 
have to apply the knowledge gained from the unit during the Practicum.   The final 
assessment for this unit is done only after the students have had their Practicum 
experience when they have to apply the theoretical concepts they have learned to 
UHVROYHUHDOSUREOHPV$VWKHWXWRUVQRWHGLQWKHLQWHUYLHZVµWKHSUDFWLFXPHQDEOHGWKH
students to apply their classroom learning to real contexts and real problems, leading to 
very meaniQJIXOOHDUQLQJDQGZKDWZHFDQGHVFULEHDVDXWKHQWLFDVVHVVPHQW¶.   This task 
could be accomplished with the key elements of authentic assessment (previously 
named authentic achievement by Newmann and Archbald (1992) in Cumming and 
Maxwell, 1999), that is: 
µ,WVKRXOGLQYROYHFRQVWUXFWLYH OHDUQLQJGLVFLSOLQHGHQTXLU\DQGKLJKHU-order thinking 
and problem solving. It should also have a value dimension, of aesthetic development, 
personal development or usefulness in the wider world. The last of these implies 
WUDQVIHURIOHDUQLQJ¶&XPPLQJDQG0D[ZHOO   
Wiliam (2000), in his presentation for the European Association for Educational 
$VVHVVPHQWDVTXRWHGLQ.LUNDQG2¶)ODKHUW\ZURWHWKDWLIZHZDQWVWXGHQWVWR
be able to apply their knowledge and skills in new situations, to be able to deal with 
relatively unstructured problems and to reflect on their own performance, then the tasks 
they undertake to assess their learning must require them to demonstrate all of these 
attributes.   The current study indicated that the target unit fulfilled all of this.   As 
shown above, during the Practicum students were required to apply their knowledge to 
real situations through a variety of tasks and activities. 
It is also important to highlight how the school-based practice provided an 
excellent opportunity for self-assessment as the students were constantly aware of the 
standards required of them and this acted as a very valuable tool for analysing their own 
performance. As James, one of the tutors, said: 
µ$W the end of every class they taught they had to answer a series of questions which 
helped them to reflect on their performance and on whether the session objectives were 
achieved.   In every class they had to note down issues to consider when they are 
preparing the next session and which aspects of their own teaching skills they wanted to 
LPSURYH¶.    
During the Practicum students were supervised by a mentor from within the 
Practicum school who gave them feedback on how they could reach the required 
standards of professional performance.  At the beginning of the subsequent year and 
before the start of the next Practicum, the students completed a new self-evaluation 
which identified their strengths and highlighted those areas they needed to continue 
improving during the following semester in order to achieve the required QTS 
standards.   This self-evaluation was used solely as an exercise in self-reflection and as 
a point of reference for ongoing improvement, so it was not marked or graded. 
Published research supports the view that self-assessment, peer-assessment, co-
assessment and negotiated assessment should be incorporated into the design and 
delivery of the units if we want to fully engage students in their own process of learning 
in order to promote the kind of dispositions they need to be lifelong learners (Carless et 
al., 2006; López-Pastor et al., 2006; Authors, 2014) and develop evaluative expertise 
(Sadler, 2010). Although these formats were permitted and encouraged by the unit 
specification they were not actually employed to any significant degree.    
The fact that students applied the materials produced in their Teaching and 
Learning 1 unit (undertaken in the very first semester of the course) within the 
Assessing Learning and Developing Teaching unit can also be considered as AfL as this 
work was returned with additional constructive feedback from the tutor.   This element 
was graded and had a section for formal feedback.  As Ann, the other tutor of the unit 
FRPPHQWHGµ7KHVWXGHQWVXVHGWKHZRUNWKHy produced for the Teaching and Learning 
1 unit as the basis for the assessments they prepared for the classes they delivered on the 
3UDFWLFXP¶:LWKUHJDUGWRWKHILUVWDFWLYLW\DVVHVVPHQW-grading (1) it became apparent 
IRU WKH WXWRUV WKDW ³LW ZDV YHU\ GLfficult to provide the students with feedback before 
WKH\VWDUWHGWKHLU3UDFWLFXPDVWKHUHZDVQRWLPHIRULW´$QQ+RZHYHUVWXGHQWVQHHG
to receive feedback at a time when they can use it for the purposes of current work 
and/or see how it feeds forward into future tasks (Carless et al., 2006). It may have been 
beneficial to resolve this issue so that the work could be corrected and the revised 
version implemented during the Practicum.   To achieve this, the work would need to 
have been submitted earlier or the feedback could have been submitted via the 
8QLYHUVLW\¶VRQOLQHYLUWXDOSODWIRUP 
At the conclusion of the teaching of AfL in the unit, our reading of the data 
suggested to us that this unit acknowledged and was quite well aligned with the criteria 
for teaching and assessment as contained in the University Strategic Plan.  It was 
connected with other units; balanced summative and formative strategies; the unit 
outcomes were consistent with the objectives as stated in its specification document; it 
provided feedback and self-regulation through self-assessment during the practicum; 
and AfL was largely used during the seminars. In general, the unit also reflected the 
type of assessment required according to the National Curriculum (2007).   This latter 
was a vital factor, given the content of this unit, as the message needed to be both clear 
DQG FRKHUHQW ZLWKLQ WKH JRYHUQPHQW¶V VWDQFH RQ DVVHVVPHQW SUDFWLFH DQG ZDV FORVHO\
aligned to the concept of AfL. We could say that on the whole, the approach in the unit 
was learning-oriented assessment as is understood by Carless et al. (2006), in other 
ZRUGVWDVNVZHUHµILWIRUSXUSRVH¶VWXGHQWVZHUHLQYROYHGLQWKHDVVHVVPHQWSURFHVVLQ
ways which support the development of evaluative expertise, and feedback was 
forward-looking and could be acted upon (Carless et al., 2006, p.396).  
1HYHUWKHOHVV WKH XQLW OHDGHUV GLGQ¶W DVN IRU VWXGHQWV¶ H[SHFWDWLRQV DW WKH
EHJLQQLQJRIWKHSURFHVVQHLWKHUGLGWKH\HQJDJHWKHPLQFULWHULDVHWWLQJWKH\GLGQ¶WXVH
peer-assessment and self-assessment for grading, just with formative intentions.  As we 
observed over the process the tutors involved in the study retained a high degree of 
FRQWURO RYHU WKHLU VWXGHQWV¶ ZRUN E\ VKRZLQJ WKHP KRZ WKH\ FRXOG LPSURYH WKHLU
performance.   However, from a formative perspective it could be interesting to see how 
students themselves would reflect on how to improve, with the support of their tutors.   
Thus, shared or co-assessment could be used to achieve this (López-Pastor,2008; 
Authors, 2013). AOORI WKLV LQGLFDWHG WKDW VWXGHQWVGLGQRWKDYHD³YRLFH´ ,Q WKHQH[W
section, we consider whether this issue, among the others we have discussed concerning 
WKHWHDFKLQJRIWKHXQLWLQIOXHQFHGVWXGHQWV¶FRQFHSWLRQVRI$I/ 
 
Student-WHDFKHUV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQg of AfL 
 Reflecting on our second research question, we wanted to know how effective were the 
unit leaders in communicating the concept of AfL to the students and what 
understanding of this concept the students developed. For this question it was necessary 
to analyse:  the understanding of the students about this concept once they finished the 
unit and the importance and meaning they gave to this learning; to what extent they 
applied this learning in their Practicum, and whether they intended to incorporate this 
type of assessment in their professional practice?  
 
 6WXGHQWV¶FRQVWUXFWLRQVRI$I/. All students interviewed were asked how they defined 
the concept of AfL and to state whether in their opinion this concept was applied to the 
unit. Our main findings are that for most of the students the concept was clear and 
PDWFKHG ZLWK WKHLU WHDFKHUV¶ FRQFHSWLRQV RI $I/ 1HYHUWKHOHVV QRQH FRXOG SURYLGH D
complete definition, which may be due to them having forgotten the exact concept but 
remembered the general idea from the unit the previous year.  Furthermore, the majority 
of students had difficulties identifying differences between formative assessment and 
AfL, being more familiar with the latter. In addition, all students except three could 
identify the strategies used in the unit as AfL. Just two said no AfL strategies were used 
in the unit. And the whole group interviewed agreed that the content learned in this unit 
was useful and relevant to them as student teachers of physical education.   
Beneath these headline findings, we will now discuss the results in more detail. 
The main feature of AfL the students teachers highlighted associated assessment with 
IHHGEDFNGHOLYHUHGGXULQJWKHSURFHVVLQRUGHUWRLPSURYHWKHSXSLOV¶OHDUQLQJ$V-RKQ
VDLGµ$I/LVWKHDssessment that is happening during a lesson or a unit. When teacher 
JLYH )% WR SXSLOV¶ 1HYHUWKHOHVV IRU 3HWHU &DWK\ DQG 5RVH WKH FRQFHSW ZDV QRW VR
clear. They showed some confusion about AfL in relation to criterion referencing and 
norm referencing typHVRIDVVHVVPHQW)RULQVWDQFH3HWHU LGHQWLILHG$I/DVµDVVHVVLQJ
LQGLYLGXDOVDJDLQVWWKHPVHOYHVQRWFRPSDULQJZLWKRWKHUV¶ 
Regarding the difference between formative assessment and AfL, most of the 
students were more familiar with AfL. On the one hand, they were not able to identify 
differences between these two concepts. On the other hand, to know whether students 
understood the concept it was interesting to find out if they could identify the unit 
assessment strategies as AfL. In this sense, Peter, Cathy and Rose could not find 
H[DPSOHVRUGLGQ¶WKDYHFOHDU LGHD7KH\ZHUH WKHVDPHVWXGHQWV WKDWDSSHDUHGQRW WR
have clearly grasped a concept of AfL.  
In comparison to these three exceptions, the rest of the students did identify the 
strategies used in the unit as AfL. But highlighting differences between lectures, 
VHPLQDUV DQGSODFHPHQW -RKQQRWHG µ0D\EH7KHUHZDV IHHGEDFNGXULQJ WKHXQLW LQ
WKHVHPLQDUV WKHUHZDVPRUH LQWHUDFWLRQZLWK WKH OHFWXUHU , UHFHLYHGIHHGEDFN¶(YHQ
Mary and Susan criticL]HG WKH IDFW WKDW WKH\ GLGQ¶W UHFHLYH )% DERXW WKH DVVLJQPHQW
µ<HVLQWKHVHPLQDUVLQWKHWDVNVZHGR%XWWKHDVVLJQPHQWZDVQ¶WIRUPDWLYHEHFDXVH,
GLGQ¶W UHFHLYH)%DERXW WKHDVVLJQPHQWEHIRUHJRLQJ WRSODFHPHQW1R)%GXULQJ WKH
process but yes in thH SODFHPHQW¶ 0DU\ µ1RW H[DFWO\ EHFDXVH DVVLJQPHQW ZDV
VXPPDWLYHQRWIRUPDWLYH'XULQJWKHOHVVRQVZDVIRUPDWLYHWKURXJKIHHGEDFN¶6XVDQ
In this case, the students identified very well the concept and went further, showing that 
what was most important and useful for them was the feedback rather than the grade. 
This continuing use of summative assessment may be evidence of some hesitation on 
the part of the tutors to fully commit to AfL in their own assessment practices.  
Otherwise, Cathy and Rose staWHGWKDW$I/ZDVQRWXVHGLQWKHXQLWµQRZKHUH
FRXOG , VHH KRZ , ZDV EHLQJ DVVHVVHG LQ WKLV ZD\¶ 5RVH ZKLFK FRXOG VKRZ DV RQH
SRVVLELOLW\WKH\GLGQ¶WFDWFKWKHZKROHPHDQLQJRI$I/&DWK\LGHQWLILHGIRUPDWLYHDQG
summative assessment as the same thingµEHFDXVHWHDFKHUVRQO\DVVHVVHGDWWKHHQGRI
WKHXQLW¶&DWK\These students understand that if you only take into account the final 
assignment to grade a piece of work, without the possibility of improving it, this is not 
formative assessment, a view which could corroborate what Taras (2009) explained as a 
lack of alignment and coherence in the rationale of the theory, and contradictions 
LQYROYLQJFRQFHSWVRIIRUPDWLYHDQGVXPPDWLYH%XWDOVRLWFRXOGLQGLFDWHWKDWVWXGHQWV¶
perceptions are different IURPWKHLUWHDFKHUV¶DVLQ0DF/HOODQ¶VVWXG\  
Concerning the importance and meaning of learning given by the students to the 
unit it can be noted that all the students said this unit was relevant and useful to them, 
especially because of its appliFDWLRQLQWKHVFKRROµ<HVGHILQLWHO\,WKDVDSSOLFDWLRQLQ
WKHVFKRRO¶-RKQµ9HU\UHOHYDQWIRU WHDFKLQJLQSODFHPHQWEHFDXVHLWKHOSV WRDVVHVV
SXSLOV¶ 5REHUW7KHPRVWXVHIXO WKLQJVIRU WKHPZHUH WRNQRZWKHGLIIHUHQWZD\VRI
assessing learning esSHFLDOO\IURPDIRUPDWLYHSRLQWRIYLHZµ7KHPRVWXVHIXOWKLQJLVWR
know how to assess, to know different ways of assessing learning, not only at the end of 
WKHXQLW%HIRUHWKLVXQLW,ZDVQ¶WDZDUHRIWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIDVVHVVLQJ¶5HEHFFDWKH
core task and the practical issues that allowed the application of different strategies in 
SODFHPHQWµ7KHPRVWXVHIXOSDUWZDVZKDWZHOHDUQHGLQVHPLQDUVDQGKRZWRSHUIRUP
RQSODFHPHQW$VVHVVPHQWFKDUWV¶6DP 
All students noted the knowledge learned during the unit was relevant in relation 
to the Practicum, although the question was asked in general, referring to the whole unit 
and not the Practicum specifically.  Nevertheless the students stated they had applied 
this knowledge in different ways during the Practicum,  observing and giving feedback 
during the lessons, using different assessment tools like reciprocal cards, establishing 
criteria and questions and answers. From the examples they gave we can see they 
XQGHUVWRRG WKH FRQFHSW   µ<HV 8VLQJ UHFLSURFal cards. Pupils performed and  their 
fellow pupils marked against the criteria. My tutor was interested, not in grades but in 
KHOSLQJ VWXGHQWV¶ 6DP µ<HV TXHVWLRQLQJDQVZHULQJ ZDV XVHIXO WR KHOS SXSLOV ZKHQ
WKH\ZHUHVWUXJJOLQJ¶0DU\2QO\-RKQVDLGKHGLGQ¶WKDYHDFKDQFHWRDVVHVVLQKLV
VFKRRO DQGKH MXVWKHOSHG WKH WHDFKHU LQKLV DVVHVVPHQW µ1R , GLGQ¶W7KHUH DUH IHZ
RSSRUWXQLWLHVWRDVVHVVLQ\HDUVFKRROH[SHULHQFH7KHUHDUHPRUHLQ\HDU¶ 
 
6WXGHQWV¶LQWHQWLRQVWRLQFRUSRUDWHWKLVNQRZOHdge in their future professional practice. 
Perhaps one way to gain an insight into the possible nature of future assessment 
practices of practitioners is to analyse the practices of pre-service teachers (Karp and 
Woods, 2008), insights which in turn could allow the refocusing of teacher education. 
In this sense, we only have data on what students teachers said about what they did. In 
future, research could usefully observe these practices directly and in depth.  
We can note that all the students interviewed thought of using this knowledge as 
a practitioner but just two (Rebecca and John) said they felt confident they had learned 
HQRXJK DERXW$I/ µ<HV  ,W LV   TXLWH DQ LPSRUWDQW WKHPHDQG , WKLQN , KDYHHQRXJK
NQRZOHGJHWRGHOLYHULW WRSXSLOV¶5HEHFFDµ,GRQ¶WQHHGPRUHNQRZOHGJH LW¶VTXLWH
HQRXJK¶-RKQ0RVWVWXGHQWVIHOWWKHUHZDVVWLOODORWWROHDUQ$V&DWK\DQG5RVHVDLG
PRUHSUDFWLFHZDVQHHGHGLQRWKHUDUHDVµ,IHHOFRQILGHQWLQWKHJDPHVDUHDVEXW,QHHG
more practice with core tasks and FULWHULDLQRWKHUVXEMHFWV¶&DWK\µ<HVEXWLWZRXOG
EH LQWHUHVWLQJ WRGLVFRYHUPRUH DUHDVZKHUH WR DSSO\ WKLVNLQGRI DVVHVVPHQW¶ 5RVH
$OVR(OLQRWHGWKDWLWZRXOGEHJRRGWROHDUQPRUHDERXWSHHUDVVHVVPHQWµ<HV,IHHO
confident in applying these ideas but would like more information and experiences 
about peer assessment. The most difficult thing is to know what kind of feedback each 
LQGLYLGXDO QHHGV¶ $QG 6XVDQ VKRZHG VRPH ODFN RI FRQILGHQFH EHFDXVH VKH ZDV VWLOO
learning and becoming more awarHRIWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIDVVHVVPHQWµ7RIHHOFRQILGHQW
\RXQHHGWKHPHQWRU¶VVXSSRUWLW¶VDNH\SRLQWEHFDXVHDVVHVVPHQWLVWKHPRVWGLIILFXOW
SDUWRIWHDFKLQJ<RXQHHGWRFRPSDUH\RXUPDUNLQJZLWKWKHPHQWRU¶ 
 
Conclusion 
Our purpose in this paper was to address two questions, the first concerned with the 
extent to which the concept of AfL employed in a physical education teacher education 
course complied both with university policy and the literature, and the second, the 
e[WHQW WRZKLFK VWXGHQWV¶QRWLRQVRI WKLV FRQFHSWZHUH FRQVLVWHQWZLWK WKHLU OHFWXUHUV¶
XQGHUVWDQGLQJZLWKWKHLUXQLYHUVLW\¶VSROLF\DQGZLWKWKHUHVHDUFKOLWHUDWXUH,QWKHFDVH
of the first question, we found that the unit was reasonably well-aligned with the 
XQLYHUVLW\¶VVWUDWHJLFSODQIRUWHDFKLQJDQGOHDUQLQJDQGFUXFLDOO\ZLWKQRWLRQVRI$I/
within the National Curriculum in England and Wales. This alignment between national 
and university policy and the pedagogy of the PETE unit provided strong legitimacy for 
AfL as an alternative practice in physical education. In terms of the second question, 
despite the fact that they lacked a voice in framing their understanding and uses of AfL 
in advance of the unit, our data suggest that practically all the students learned the 
concept, not just as a theoretical framework but applying different strategies during their 
practice in the school.  Perhaps due to the strong sense of legitimacy of the concept, 
they found this knowledge relevant and useful, they recognised the need to learn more 
about it, and they intended to incorporate this knowledge in their future professional 
practice. 
Although students teachers in this research showed their intention to use AfL in 
their future professional practice, recent research in the field of assessment in physical 
education tells us something about the barriers these neonate teachers might expect to 
face in realising their intentions since alternative assessment practices are not in 
widespread use (see Hay and Penney, 2013; Lopez-Pastor et al., 2013).   While Lopez-
Pastor et al. provided evidence of genuine progress, they nevertheless were not 
complacent about the place of assessment in school physical education (López-Pastor et 
al. 2013).  
We might conclude cautiously then that AfL is strongly defended in policies and 
the literature, and that the arguments about its validity and educational relevance have 
been more or less won in this context. But this does not mean that this acceptance of 
approaches to assessment such as AfL will also automatically transfer to the sphere of 
school practice. So our question to guide future research is, what happens to well-
supported concepts and good intentions once the student teachers start to teach? 
Alternative forms of assessment have, after all, been advocated in the literature for over 
30 years or more, but assessment in school physical education has not changed 
dramatically during this time. Perhaps these practices in PETE courses are not as 
widespread as we thought or there is no consistency between what tutors say should be 
done and what teachers actually do?  According to Karp and Woods (2008), if shifts in 
WHDFKHUV¶EHOLHIVDUHWREHPDGHFULWLFDODQGDXWKHQWLFDVVHVVPHQWH[SHULHQFHVLQWHDFKHU
preparation will need to be maintained and carefully planned for within PETE 
programs. Also, as Penney et al. (2009) argue, even better alignment between 
instruction, curriculum and assessment will assist teacher educators and teachers as well 
as the recognition of ways in which contemporary contexts of higher education (and 
associated with that, policies relating to assessment, to student recruitment and 
retention, and to broader performance expectations of academic staff) may limit/ 
constrain staff in their ability to develop or strengthen the extent to which their 
assessment practices align with AfL. Also, it can give value in research that therefore 
identifies barriers that PETE staff face in seeking to extend and enhance their 
assessment practices. Along with this continuing effort in the policy and teacher 
HGXFDWLRQ VSKHUHV ZH SURSRVH WKDW PRUH UHVHDUFK LV QHHGHG RQ DOO SDUWLFLSDQWV¶
perspectives, especially on what student teachers understand and how they apply these 
concepts in the practice. Finally, if AfL is to become an embedded, routine and 
productive contributor to teaching and learning in physical education, we think we need 
to know more about the structures that support and reproduce (as Brown and Evans 
2004 put it, intergenerationally) the prevalent and dominant practices of teaching and 
learning in school physical education that work against the use of AfL and related 
approaches to assessment. 
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Notes 
                                                 
i From Key Stage 3 National Strategy. Pedagogy and Practice. Unit 12: Assessment for learning. (2004). 
 
ii López Pastor et al. (2009) in his book Evaluación Formativa y Compartida en la Educación Superior 
(Formative  and  Shared Assessment in Higher Education) has carried out a large review of the European 
Studies that show evidence about viability, validity, effectiveness and pedagogical value of the students¶ 
participation in the assessment processes at university.  Those studies suggest the importance of the use of 
formative and shared assessment models for its coherence with the EHEA and for the advantages found. 
 
iii Please see: http://nationalstrategies.standards.dcsf.gov.uk/secondary/assessment 
                                                                                                                                               
iv General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) is an academic qualification awarded in a specified 
subject, generally taken in a number of subjects by pupils aged 14±16 in secondary 
education in England, Wales  and Northern Ireland. The General Certificate of Education Advanced 
Level (short form: GCE Advanced Level), or more commonly, the A Level is a school leaving 
qualification offered by educational bodies in the United Kingdom and the British Crown dependencies to 
students completing secondary or pre-university education. The AS Level is a qualification in its own 
right, and the AS Level combined with the A2 Level forms the complete A Level qualification. 
 
v 7KHWKHPHVWKDWHPHUJHGIURPWKHVWXGHQWV¶LQWHUYLHZVGDWDZHUHUHODWHGWRConcept of AFL; examples 
of AfL in the unit studied and in others; relevance and meaningful of learning on the unit; transference to 
real contexts (in the practicum) and intention to use these strategies in their future professional practice. 
After that, clusters of interviewees whose responses were similar to each other were done. These themes 
helped to structure the results section with two main headings: Students-teachers understanding of AfL 
DQGVWXGHQWV¶LQWHQWLRQVWRLQFRUSRUDWHWKLVNQRZOHGJHLQWKHLUIXWXUHSURIHVVLRQDOSUDFWLFH 
 
vi Assessment has to be diagnostic, inclusive, connected with other units and balance summative and 
 formative strategies. Assessment tasks have to be aligned with learning outcomes, clarifying assessment 
 expectations, engaging them in criteria setting; providing feedback and self-regulation through 
 participative strategies of assessment as self-assessment and peer-assessment.   
 
vii Sorbonne Joint Declaration (1998) and Bolonia Declaration (1999) agreements for a common space for 
European Higher Education Area (EHEA). 
 
viii According to Blanchardµ:KHQWXWRUVRUOHDGHUVSUHsent things clearly the culture of the class or the 
school tends to be transparent.   When the pupils or staff do things for themselves and with others then the 
FXOWXUHWHQGVWREHLQWHUDFWLYH¶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